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REVIEWS AND BOOK NOTICES. 

The Iliad, edited, with English Notes and Introduction, by Walter LbAF, 
M. A., late Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge. Vol. I, Books I-XII, 
XXVIII, 422. Macmillan & Co., 1886. 

The rapidity with which editions of Homer are given to the world is, perhaps, 
no longer so adequate a criterion of the vigor of philological life as it was, 
for example, between 1525 and 1606, when no less than sixteen complete 
editions in Germany attest the zeal of the Humanists. The significance of 
this magnus proiuntus is obvious when we contrast such a season of fruitfulness 
with that sterile age between 1606 and 1759 (the date of Ernesti's text), which 
gave birth to but a single edition. The last decennium has been more fruitful 
than perhaps any other in the history of Homeric investigation ; and if we take 
into consideration the boldness of its criticism, aiming not merely at the recon- 
struction of a text antedating the supposed recension of Pisistratus, but even 
at the establishment of an Aiolic Homer, and the more cautious attempts at 
distinguishing the Aristarchean from the vulgate text, we must award to it the 
palm of superiority over many of its fellows. An eminent English scholar has 
even asserted that the ultimate influence of a recent edition will be comparable 
to the influence exercised by the Prolegomena of Wolf. 

Some recent German editions, notably that of FSsi, under the hands of the 
late Dr. Hinrichs, have gradually become the representatives of more special 
lines of criticism ; and while English and American scholars have been waiting 
for the authoritative utterances of the best English criticism in an editio critica 
from the Provost of Oriel, Mr. Leaf has drawn his vrja fitlaivav (the atramentum 
of Lobeck) ejc aka Slav, and produced an edition which professes allegiance to 
no single one of the many methods designed to initiate the neophyte into the 
mysteries attendant upon the critical study of the epopee. Though Mr. Leaf 
is not of the persuasion that the soul of Homer, after years of Pythagorean 
metempsychosis, transmigrated into the body of Aristarchus only to be sub- 
jected to a renewed birth in Lehrs, he is, nevertheless, an adherent of that 
form of Konigsbergerism of which Ludwich is the irpo/iaxoc, honoring the 
memory of the "mighty master" by maintaining a vigorous warfare against 
that school of criticism which refuses to return from its schwindelnden Holien 
atif den festen Boden der Wirklichkeit — a reality to be found in the utterances 
of tradition alone. 

The probability of the critic's attaining his ultimate goal in the restoration 
of the primitive form of the Iliad appears to Mr. Leaf so far distant, that 
notwithstanding traces are manifest of an inclination to suffer the ingression 
of antique forms, he establishes the earliest tradition as the canon of criticism 
by which he estimates the value of every reading. This method, a common- 
place among conservative critics, is tinged with an admixture of radicalism in 
the case of our editor, who is not content with an attempt at reproducing the 
text of Aristarchus, but aims at producing an Iliad approximately identical 
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with that from which Thucydides, Herodotus, or even Pindar drew their 
inspiration. He assures us that we are so fortunate as to be able to carry 
tradition back from our present vulgate to the text of Antimachus of Colophon, 
whose " floruit " lies in the middle or perhaps end of the fifth century. The 
text of the author of the Thebai's he claims to be identical with the vulgata 
emended by Aristarchus, and holds that we may with safety draw the conclu- 
sion that the Antimachean text, differing from the vulgate to no greater degree 
than an indifferent MS differs from a good one, was approximately the same as 
that which was authoritative in the age of Pericles. While we would fain 
believe that the strength of the chain of evidence that makes for this conclu- 
sion has not been underestimated by us, we must take issue with our editor as 
regards the approximate certainty with which this pre-Euclidean text can be 
reproduced. The ultimate significance of Mr. Leaf's assertion that tradition, 
in preserving the name of Antimachus, has ensured our possessing a text upon 
which we may rely as the vulgata of the fifth century, may excuse a very brief 
discussion of a few arguments that serve to show that the practical possibility 
of establishing such a canon as the best tradition of the fifth century is far 
less than Mr. Leaf seems to imagine. These arguments, fortified by the results 
of some of the latest researches on the subject, deal with relations of Aristarchus 
to his sources, a problem bristling with difficulties, which in turn are enhanced 
by our ignorance of the exact position occupied by Didymus in regard to his 
sources. Recent research, in increasing our scepticism of the possibility of 
ever unveiling the mystery in which the pre-Aristarchean MSS are involved, 
has confirmed much that had been conjectured in a former period of Homeric 
investigation. 

If Aristarchus actually made use of y Kara. 'Avri/taxov, as is generally sup- 
posed, it can never be proved that he possessed the original MS. Graecia 
mendax, in supplying the ever-growing zeal of the Alexandrians for a complete 
collection of codices, may have passed off on the unsuspecting Samothracian 
MSS of an unblushing lack of authenticity. This is, however, an uncon- 
trollable factor for us moderns. It is at least doubtful whether Aristarchus 
had any knowledge of so important a codex as the n sk vafidquoe of Aristotle 
and of the W»i( of Euripides, which was in all probability pre-Euclidean. 
Of the date and character of the Mao-<ra/Uarac#, of which it is probable that but 
one text existed, and of the Xia, of the ' Apyofotd] ' (perhaps the work oipkiloU- 
gunculi) we know practically nothing, though it is possible that they were 
included in Aristarchus' apparatus criHcus. Ludwich's statement that Aris- 
tarchus himself was unable to date these MSS has not been supported by its 
author. The Konigsberg scholar has, however, done no mean service in 
attempting to raise a bulwark of negative facts against that gaukelndes Spiel 
ausschweifendster Phantasie which seeks de suo to determine the original source 
of the older editions in the possession of Aristarchus. Equally vain as in the 

> RBmer (Die Homerrecension des Zenodot, 1885) well says that these MSS appear conse- 
crated by the centuries to the innocent layman on first hearing their names. Wie wtirde unsre 
ktutige Philologie diese heiligen Urzeugen . . . ausgeniltzt haben ? (p. 24). The course of 
Homeric research has proved that the antiquity of these MSS is very doubtful ; and with this 
doubt disappears our veneration for their authority. Aristarchus was no believer in these 
mysterious MSS, adopting but five or six out of the twenty-nine readings cited from the Massi- 
liensis and none from the Xia. Some of the MSS Remer thinks may not be antecedent to 
Zenodotus. 
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case of the 'HLaooaXianiai are the efforts to date any of the (card ir<5/l«c editions. 
DUntzer imagined himself able to pierce the obscurity surrounding the earlier 
editions, and was led to the conclusion : von den Abschriften des wohl im Perser- 
kriege untergegangen Staatsexemplars ivaren die alexandrinischen Kritiker mittel- 
oder unmittelbar abhangig. It would be difficult to find in the entire range of 
Homeric research an assertion less supported by facts than this. As well 
operate with the " edition of Pisistratus " as draw conclusions from so reckless 
a statement. 

Vital to the correctness of Mr. Leafs theory of the continuity of tradition is 
the assumption that the koiviu eicd6oec<; represent a pre-Aristarchean vulgate, one 
text differing inconsiderably in its details from another, but bearing at least 
no trace of those vast textual revolutions undergone by the epos in the distant 
past. The nocvai are constantly contrasted by the scholia with the text of 
Aristarchus. But I have been able to discover no cogent argument in Lud- 
wich's volume that demonstrates indisputably that they were older than ai 
Apujrapxov. While even the actual significance of the term xoivai is a battle- 
ground of critics (Nitzsch, Kayser and others held views diametrically opposed 
to those of the Konigsberg scholar), it cannot but seem to some uncritical to 
push to the extreme the evidence in favor of a pre-Aristarchean vulgate, 
especially when we claim to find its earliest representative in a text about 
which our knowledge is elusive, though Mr. Leaf holds it to be essentially 
identical with the Attic recension of the fifth century. Though personally we 
incline to the opinion that there existed both pre-Aristarchean and post-Aris- 
tarchean icoivai, yet no desire to elevate a mere probability into a possible 
reality can make us fail to see that there is but little warranty for regarding r/ 
'Avti/i&xov as its earliest traceable form. 'H 'Avn/iaxov is referred to in the 
scholia A 298, 424, 598, E 461,' N 6o, 'i'Syo, a 85 and its quisquiliae rejected by 
Aristarchus in the three latter instances. Is the logic of the philologian 
reduced to such a pass that it must confess itself so thoroughgoing an adherent 
of the argumentum ex silentio as to believe that the Antimachean edition varied 
from the Koivt; in but such a trifling number of instances ? s — even though Aris- 
tarchus is said to have adduced variae lectiones only when his critical sagacity 
impugned their value so far as to refuse them admission into his text. If we 
bind ourselves to this species of argumentation we may reproduce the text of 
the vulgate of the fifth century, but we reproduce it unconsciously. The cita- 
tion of four passages of agreement between the edition of Antimachus and 
the Koivr/ no more affords an opportunity for critical combinations than the 
agreement of i) Sivumid? with n ' Avrifidx^m on A 29S, 424, B 461, or with 7/ 
'Aptordpxeioe A 298, 424, 435, or its difference from the last named, B 258, 
permits us to form a conclusion as to the character of the entire text, even 
though we heap together all our little knowledge of the principles of Homeric 
criticism in the Ptolemaic age. 8 Will any one assert that we should be justified 

1 " Tp<j>as " iv Tp . . . 'AvTifta.\oV' y nevni Kotvij . . . " Tpwas." 

' It is unfortunate that there is no citation from Theagenes of Rhegium in the scholia, other- 
wise Mr. Leaf might have carried his tradition back to the sixth century. 

8 Cf. Romer (p. 12): Wenn auch Arisiarch ilber den ■wirklichen und vorliegenden Tat- 
bestand vollstdndig im Ktaren, so war er iiber die Grande, die seine Vorganger zu 
Aenderungen, Athetesen, Interpolationen besiimmten fast vollstandig im Dunktln und 
musste dicselben vieisienteils durck Combinationen zu eruiren sue ken und hat da auch manck- 
mal ' fehlgegrijfen. Cf. also Mr. Leaf ad E 249, 791, and Romer, p. 9. 
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in forming conclusions as to the value and position of the (uncollated) Venetus 
B, No. 453, if we possessed but seven citations from it ? Possibilities without 
number present themselves to the critic desirous of founding a Periclean text, 
but it is safer to confess the limitations of our acquaintance with pre-Aris- 
tarchean tradition than to enshrine the edition of Choerilus' contemporary 
(whose birthplace, Claras, does not presage much for his authoritativeness in 
reproducing an Attic vulgate) in the exalted position of being the earliest 
known form of the noivf). 

And again : though the fantastic conception of Aristarchus that Homer was 
an Athenian ' may invalidate much of his authority as a conservative adherent 
of ancient tradition, it cannot be denied that thereby there is a greater proba- 
bility that his text approaches the Attic text more closely than any of the Kara 
■ttoktii editions, if we believe with Ritschl that the latter were die Urschriften 
localer Textrecensionen, an assumption that can neither be proved nor gainsaid. 
The critical labors of Aristarchus are assumed to have interrupted the current 
of Komi; tradition, as, to draw a parallel from another department of Greek life, 
the philosophical theories of Plato and Aristotle were but brilliant interrup- 
tions to the advance of those doctrines of the pre-Socratic philosophers which 
again came to the front in the speculation of the Epicurean and Stoic schools. 
But the critical activity of the successor of Aristophanes was not confined to 
the coniecturalis emendatio. It attempted, as Zenodotus, the godfather of the 
'O/iriputoi, had in vain attempted before him, to stem the current against a cor- 
rupt vulgate upon the basis of a critical apparatus which must have increased 
in authority after the period of Zenodotus. His MSS must have varied very 
considerably from the vulgate text, but of them we know practically nothing. 
If ij 'Avrifi&xeiog had been equipollent to the Attic vulgate of the fifth century, 
and Aristarchus had possessed a good copy, we should expect to find at least a 
sporadic reference in the scholia to the value of such a venerable authority. 
But there is everywhere darkness visible on this point. Of all the grounds 
that seem worth the sober attention of the critic, I can see none that identifies 
the Antimachean edition with that of the vulgate ; nor do I recollect to have 
seen any assertion by Ludwich, on whose researches Mr. Leaf bases his con- 
clusions, that such was the case. When we have obtained the all-important 
information whence came the MSS in Aristarchus' apparatus, what was their 
date, etc., then we can cease dealing with x, y and z. Mr. Leaf (cf. p. xiv) 
intimates correctly enough that Aristarchus did not always know what the 
best tradition was, and that he occasionally rejected it, when known, from 
preconceived notions. 8 Hence, when Aristarchus departs from the best tradi- 
tion of the fifth century Mr. Leaf must reject his readings. But his representa- 
tive of this best tradition is a vulgate which keeps itself invisible in its tents 
only to appear victoriously on four occasions. If a successful restoration of the 
Aristarchean text is dependent upon no inconsiderable number of preliminary 
investigations in reference to the methods of Didymus, which even Ludwich 
has not solved without peradventure, how great must be the difficulties in the 

1 Hence the form o$v, a form found in the Attic dialect alone. 

a Mr. Leaf frequently rejects the Aristarchean readings, e. g. V 368 MSS oi>8' epaXiv 11.1v, A. 
ot/8e Sa/xttcrtra, on the ground that /3aAA«» was used only of a blow of a missile; V 352 MSS 
Sdnowrow, A. Sa/xijuai ; © 526 Arist. evxojiai eAirdnei-os, where Zenod. eAir. si\. is preferable, 
despite Romer's objections ; I 509 MSS evgofievoiQ, A. eir\onevoio — the present part, means 
" boasting "; cf. also I 564, 602 ctpass. 
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reproduction of a text antedating that of Aristarchus by almost three centuries ! 
The highest aim of scholars of the traditional school is, then, to restore the 
text of Aristarchus, since it is impossible from the knowledge of pre-Aris- 
tarchean sources at our command to define the exact form of any text antecedent 
to that of the great Alexandrian. 

In further confirmation of our inability to restore the Homer of Thucydides 
or even of Pindar, or (here another motif comes to light) " perhaps even a 
critically better text than any which in their uncritical time had been com- 
posed from the existing but scattered materials " (is Mr. Leaf a Paleyite ?), 
may be cited the well-known argument drawn from the variations in the 
geographers and philosophers. The reasons for those of the geographers are 
self-evident ; but when Mr. Leaf makes the sweeping statement that the varia- 
tions in the classical authors are "seldom of importance," we think he 
has underestimated their value. In themselves these variants may not be of 
great significance, but the existence of no less than about forty variants in 
Plato and Aristotle each cannot be accounted for by the difference between 
the requirements of the ancient and the modern world in regard to the verbal 
accuracy of quotation. These variants show that there must have been other 
texts in existence besides an assumed vulgata; a conclusion that is not im- 
pugned by the fact that Didymus fails to make use of this material. Thucy- 
dides' citation of the Hymns is remarkable, and passages disappeared from 
the vulgata even before the second century B. C. (e. g. I 448-461). 

The interesting question whether or no the Alexandrian savants possessed 
pre-Euclidean MSS, a most important factor in the problem of the restoration 
of a text of the fifth century, is unfortunately not referred to by our editor. If 
it is true ' that the earliest notice which appears to preserve a trace of the 
existence of MSS in the apxaia awffizta (Aristonicus ad A 104 : 'lyviSoro^ 
ypatyei " 6v ffor' 'A^j/lAriif." /ir/KOTe fii vswXavyrai, yeypo.fip.ivov tov a iff' 
apxaiiajg nypaaiaq avrl tov <3, npoadtis rb v) is a mere conjecture, and that all 
other references [e.g. H 238, a 52, 254; cf. S 241) rest upon a foundation even 
more insecure, we can reject as undemonstrable the assertion of Cobet (Misc. 
Crit. 289) that Zenodotus transcribed eic rd 'luvim ypa/ipara MSS written 
ypd/i/iaaiv 'AttikoIc. As the question needs a renewed ventilation I give a 
collection of passages involving the letters E and 0, which serves to show that 
Aristarchus, and a fortiori Didymus, did not possess any MSS in the iraMua 
■ypafifiarucr/.* 

I. H, not E. 

1. A 298 fiaxyaofuu elvem xovpift : oirrw; Sta tov V, ov Sta tov ££ , ml y Maco-a- 
Tmhtiktj ml >} 'ApyoTiud) ml »J Sivam/cy ml 7} ' Avtijjl&xov. In the MSS stood 
MAXH20MAI, not MAXBS(2)0MAI. Cf. Schol. ad B 377. 

2. A 381 j/ev : HEN in ^ Kvrpia and in y KpyTmy, which perhaps never came 
under the cognizance of Aristarchus, as it is mentioned by Seleucus alone 
on this passage. 

3. r 10 yire ipsvs, in the Xia and Macs, and in " certain others," is held by 
Mr. Leaf to be an error for syir' dpevc . All the other MSS with the exception of G 
have evTE, with which our editor well compares the uses of " as." The schol. 
have Sia tov e at 'Apiardpxov rd evre. The Xia had HTTE, not ETTE. 

1 See Ludwich's Aristarchus Homerische Textkritik, p. ll. 
3 See Giese's Der aeolische Dialekt, 1837, $14. 
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4. T 117 o o" s/Wo/iOf iarijKU peic. iv ry Xia pfe. Giese suggests that ,«7f 
may be a dialectical form and not one reading of ME 2, the other being pelc. 

5. B 258 7 6e SivuiriKt/ sl%£ " Kixfoo/iai." 

6. 4> 11 iwsov : iviai tuv Kara ir6fei( " vfyxovr'." 

7. 82 »7/>a : " my/m " Ivtat tuv k. it, Cf. also schol. ad B 53, 415, II 127. 

II. EI, not E. 

1. A 97 aeutta huybv atrucu, not " aeKia " r) Ma<7o\, etc. 

2. A 5S5 iv x si pi TiBei, not " x e P ai " V M., etc. 

3. r 51 KarriQeii/v, not KaTtitytiri (as Zenod.). 

4. 2 538 ei/jd 0" £3;' : «i> rij M. " el/id r' e^£." 

5. T 56 a/KJaripoiaiv apeiov; iv ry Xia " ivetap," iyiypairro, iv ry M. " a/ieivov." 

6. T 76 dvaf avSpuv 'Aya/ii/ivuv : iv Si ry M. /cat Xt'(j " Kpeiuv." 

7. Q 192 »J tie M. jro^^a Kenevdei. The schol. has been emended to oiiruc 
'Apiorapxoi; " nexavdet " tiia tov u. 

8. 44 iv — Kal M. Kal ' KpyohKy ovtuc ifipero " KTetvo/iivovc <5' £jrt vtjvolv 
Iduv." 

9. * 86 avdaaei • ivtat tuv Kara note tf " avaaae." 

III. HI, not EI. 

1. I 639 «T( tj?<j£ : ovtuc iizl ryot " iv anaaaic, «f« ™«f Keafiioi." awaaat 
SiopBuaetc is an expression of the epitomists to signify both the two editions of 
Aristarchus and all others with which his agreed in any given case. 

2. X 51 natdl yipuv : ai airb tuv irbTiSuv " iratfil fiXy." 

3. X 93 fiivyoi : " doKevy " ivtat tuv Kara 7r<S/i«c. 

4. 18 uipvy; Sta tov 7) clxov trdaat. Cf. also K 346. 

IV. S2, not 0. 

1. A 97 airuoet : 17 MaooaTnuTttcy. 

2. II 127 'tuifv: iv ry M. " ipuffv." 

3. N 60 kskottuc : iv ds ry Xia Kal , AvTtfiaxov " kckottuv." 

4. T 188 (ioov &7T0 : iv ry" Xia " fiouv inc." 

5. T 386 rip d' evrs : iv Si rale otto tuv 7r67ieuv " tuv <P aire." 

6. * 454 TijXeSairauv : ai Se airb tuv irdfauv " Or/XvTepduv." 

7. T 308 yivuvrat : ai 6td tuv tt6^€Uv " MiruvTat." 

8. a 52 "ArfaivTog dvyaryp b'Aodfpovoc, be re Ba^daarjc : . . . rj eyiyparcTO Kara 
ttjv apxaiav ypaQfyv [0A004>P0N, i. e. oAobfpuv], elrd tic y"') voi)nas jrpooittriKe to 
Ci: Schwerlich mehr als Hne misslungene Conjectur : Ludwich. The 6f of the 
relative clause was the cause of the difficulty. The grammarians merely used 
their knowledge of the existence of ypd/tpara 'AttikS. as a means of explaining 
forms which presented difficulties to them. 1 Cf. also Q 30, * 88, T 62. 

V. CI, not 01. 

A 598 <?voxo"£i: ovruc "oivoxdu" 'ApioTapxoe, 'la/toe • mi iv ry 'ApyoltKy Kal 
M. Kal 'AvTi/iaxeiu ktX 

VI. 0T, not 0. 

1. T 62 iK dpovov dXro : iv a/Au " ex dpdvov upTO." ovruc *al $ M. 

2. Q 109 brpvveoKov : r) M. " OT/rvvovacv." ovruc Kal r) Xia. 

3. B 53 {Sovkijv : ai ix'Ktiovc Kal x a P&°~ TaTai " PovXr/. n Cf. also B 347. 

1 Cf. £ 204 KatrTwp : KaAAtarparos cptjJ «ie Movtret'ov " Ka<rr5p " ^tijtri yeypdfyOai may record 
the existence of a var. led. ('Aierwp? or Karcop?) and need not have been caused by A2TOP. 
The interchange in the MSS of o and a (e. g. 10 times in A, if times in B) cannot be held as 
an argument for the influence of a pre-Euclidean alphabet. 
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Lastly, it should be mentioned that there was no sign for the spiritus asper 
in these MSS, H representing rj. Both ' and the accents were introduced by 
the Alexandrians. The aotval MSS too show no trace of confusion between 
si, t), s and ov, a, 01. 

All these readings containing a, ov, a, tj, cited from the MSS, came down to 
Didymus through the medium of copies. While, therefore, the proof of our 
position is perhaps in some instances difficult, there is no inconsiderable 
amount of testimony in the above citations which shows the Alexandrians not 
to have possessed pre-Euclidean MSS. 

We have already seen that our knowledge of Antimachus' edition is too 
unsatisfactory to regard it as the forerunner of a long series of vulgata texts. 
The above collection of passages shows that there is an element of uncertainty 
in any attempt to restore a reading of the fifth century, since our supposed 
vulgate, even if emended by Aristarchus, was ultimately based upon MSS 
which may have contained false transcriptions of E and sounds (cf. B 300 
and schol.). We cannot, therefore, determine absolutely whether the Attic 
text of the fifth century had /iax^ao/iai or fiaxtoaofiai A 298. Heracleon 
wrote the latter. We are gratified to see that Mr. Leaf writes KaTa/3t/o/iev K 97, 
f)f/o Z 113; why not then anax'/a™ M 179, when on the one hand we have 
dxaxv/^ii, and on the other the possibility that it is incorrectly transcribed with 
ei instead of r/ from AKBXEATO ? Why then not write alStaSat A 23, since 
aldelodat cannot be original and was not the genuine reading of the fifth 
century ? Christ's arguments are not sufficiently cogent to justify a Hellenic 
subj. in -io>: we read, therefore, Sa/iijSTs H 72, where all MSS have dafieien. 
Mr. Leaf has da/ieisrs here, but daftr/yg T 436. We find that our editor reads 
rpairsio/isv T 441 despite Tapirr/usvac. He confesses his adherence to the old 
and questionable etymology of Ssidixarai from dsiKvv/u, and does not even 
mention the plausible proposition of Leo Meyer to refer it to dacati and write 
with ij. I can see no reason for an intensive formation here. I regard the 
explanation of deidianofiai given on I 196 from Ssi-SiK-OKOfiai as incorrect. 
There are no genuine instances of a reduplicating syllable « in the perfect. 
'Adetyeoo, bo, Ojypero (H 434) have been relegated to the notes because the 
" traditional reading is not, on the face of it, unmetrical, as in the case of 
'Ityirov B 518, 'AoKhprlov B 731." We respect Mr. Leafs scrupulous conscience, 
but wish that the mere fact that adetyeiyb is metrical had not deterred him 
from adopting Ahrens' conjecture, especially as adetyisdi occurs thirteen times. 
The same veneration for the littera scripta has perpetuated the life of s\oq, a 
peccatum ab origine, on the analogy of the " traditional " rsloc, a form as unjusti- 
fiable as birXeodai T 172. Granting an editor of the Iliad all the conservatism 
he demands in rejecting etymologies which savor of excessive boldness (though 
Mr. Leafs identification (Z 321) of kirovra and airru through sa and sa-\- m 
(sm) will not strike a modern etymologist as being dictated by great caution), 
it is difficult to agree with his position, when, with the possibility of 
false transcription staring him in the face, he nevertheless prefers bad, nay 
impossible Greek to good Greek because the former has been anointed by the 
unction of " tradition." Not even "Old John Naps of Greece " ever beheld 
such forms as are constantly embalmed in our editions of Homer. But Mr. 
Leafs adherence to tradition is, however, not unlikely to win the favor of all 
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except those whose bolder aim seeks to rid a long-suffering text from the igno- 
rance of luckless wights of transcribers. In B 617 Mr. Leaf has even failed 
to follow " tradition." He should have read ^kXrjavav, the epichoristic name 
as attested by an Elean inscription and by Eustathius ad be. and by Steph. 
Byz. ad A 757 (where Mr. L. and Rzach 'Aleiabv, La R. 'AXtaiov). If the 
dangers of incorrect transcription are not sufficient to deter an editor from his 
reproduction of non-Hellenic forms, the wavering orthography of the time of 
Aristarchus, not to speak of that of Didymus, might have been effective. A 
glance at Schaefer's Gregorius Corinthus or the second edition of Blass' Aus- 
sprache des Griechischen ought to remove the scruples even of the most scrupu- 
lous. 

A difference from the ordinary text claimed by Mr. Leaf for his edition is his 
reproduction of the diaeresized form' in MrjXetdifc, He, however, writes 
'Apyeioc and everywhere u in the middle of a word except in the patronymics. 
This is correct, as I have shown in my treatise (Der Diphthong EI) that there 
was a gradual demise of el from eat. The editors of the tragedians do not 
follow the same rule in the case of the patronymics. TI^/U&^c is not necessary, 
but facilitates the flow of the dactylic rhythm. Cf. Agam. 123, Antig. 982, 
Med. 824 and Menrad De contractionis et synizeseos usu Horn., 1886, p. 64. 

vKtpaii A 297, vtjkki E 330, show that Mr. Leaf is of the opinion that the 
fiiaaraoig in the dat. loc. in the Horn, text held good to the Peloponnesian war. 
In the above-cited paper (p. 25 seqq.) I have shown that even in the melic 
and iambographic poets the majority of forms refuse to admit the open form 
in this case ; and in Attic it is extremely rare, if occurring at all, from -ec 
stems, evpi'i ndvr<,> Trach. 114, an -ev stem, is an epic reminiscence. How 
does Mr. Leaf propose to prove that in the Homer of Thucydides u was read 
in the dative ? Certainly his MS authority does not support his readings in 
any great number of instances (cf. La Roche's Textkritik for the signification 
of the two dots placed over the 1 of ti in the MSS), and the balance of proba- 
bility inclines us to the belief that the number of spondaic verses was greater 
in the fifth than in any preceding century. 

The limits set to this review preclude the possibility of any discussion of 
the conclusions which our editor has reached in his examination of the 
structure and history of the Homeric poems. It may, however, be stated that 
he athetizes in the text but 63 lines in A-M. There remains then the pleasant 
duty of offering to him our congratulations upon the character of his editorial 
work, which he has performed so felicitously as to entitle him to the gratitude 
of all Homeric scholars. If in the preceding portion of this review we have 
had occasion to cast some doubts upon the degree of probability to be attained 
in restoring even approximately a pre-Euclidean text, and to demand the exer- 
cise of greater caution in dealing with the sources of information at our 
command, our dissent on that point must only serve to emphasize our cordial 
appreciation of his every page, from which we have drawn no little instruction. 
Mr. Leaf is too much a believer that U moi est haissahle, except where he refers 
to his work in the Journ. Hellen. Studies. Content to leave unspecified 
whatever improvements may have been the result of his own acumen, his 
edition testifies to a more extended acquaintance with recent German criticism 
than we are wont to find among English scholars j and the naiveU which 
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prompted the remark of an English editor of the Iliad — that lie had read Wolfs 
Prolegomena — finds no place in a book which bears evidence of painstaking 
individual work and general sobriety of judgment. 

The devotion of this edition to the guidance of tradition has prevented Mr. 
Leaf from yielding to the allurements of the divina ars coniectandi, which are, 
perhaps, more seductive in the case of Homer than in that of any other classic. 
If we may hazard a conjecture, our editor is more sympathetically inclined to 
the rigorous grammatical criticism of the Dutch than to the brilliant fertility 
of the St. Petersburg school, whose estimation of the lucubrations of Aris- 
tarchus as ineptiae severs it from English methods of Homeric criticism by a 
wide chasm. In citing the readings of Zenodotus we miss any attempt to 
explain the cause of the variants. Mr. Leaf has relegated to the notes all 
emendations of the text (except those mentioned on page 7). These consist 
of attempts to restore F (the two-edged sword of criticism) and, rarely, more 
exact grammatical construction (<?. g. A 125, with Mr, Monro, d/ttd ff a frfv). 
No effort is made at a complete restoration of the F, and obvious conjectures 
are frequently passed by, e. g. V 351 8 fie npdrepoc K<k' epege. When a con- 
jecture like Nauck's aitXeiec (M 318) appears to have some support in tradition 
(d«/l6£c<K : ' Apiorapxoc Kara avyKxmi/v), Mr. Leaf does not hesitate to adopt a 
form which comparative grammar proves to have been original. Such occur- 
rences are, however, rare. 

In comparison with editions such as those of Nauck, Fick, Christ, Rzach, which 
aim at purifying the text of linguistic horrenda, or even at reconstructing an 
original Homer, Mr. Leaf's text has a humbler aspiration. It represents no 
essential advance upon the text of the school-edition of Ameis-Hentze, and, 
measured by the radical tendencies in Homeric criticism which have undoubt- 
edly gained ground since the appearance of Nauck's recension, marks a positive 
retrogression. Thus Mr. Leaf will not even remove the v £<I>c?ikv0Tik6v in 
yye/idveamv enaaroe because he has no MS " authority, which, however uncon- 
sciously, retains the tradition of a lost F," though, from love of the ictus-theory of 
Fick, he justifies (on E 293) the Gottingen professor's bolder procedure in expel- 
ling the parasitic letter. Nor will he attempt to restore -otm,e. g. in r 331 apyv- 
piousiv ema<l>v/>ioi£ apapviac, though we cannot be sure that -oust was not the older 
termination or that -otai was not felt as the ending by the Athenians of the fifth 
century, who preserved it till Ol. 86, 3 (though, perhaps, as a form savoring of 
legal phraseology, as in the latest example Ol. 83, 4 'Adijvaiowi, CIA IV 25). 
Mr. Leaf can, however, comfort himself with the thought that he has manu- 
script testimony in his favor, despite the fact that the writer has himself materially 
reduced the number of cases of the occurrence of -01c in Homer below that to 
which they were emended by Nauck in the third volume of the Mel. gr.-rom. 

But even if the edition before us offer no advance upon the traditional text, 
which has proved an eyesore to a generation of scholars trained to new con- 
ceptions of the dignity of Homeric research, it has its obvious justification. 
As well grant a Scotchman his premises and then dispute the correctness of 
his logic, as differ with an editor of Homer who does not adopt readings which, 
at the outset, were not in harmony with the plan of his text. Mr. Leaf has 
done sufficient service to the cause of Homeric scholarship if he alone con- 
fines his labors to the successful explanation of a vulgate text. 
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It will be impossible here to extend to Mr. Leafs edition that richly merited 
courtesy of an expression of opinion in reference both to the many points of 
interpretation in which we have taken the liberty of differing from him, and 
to those felicitous explanations of crucial passages in which his volume 
abounds. A cursory examination of some few passages in V must suffice in 
place of a thoroughgoing treatment of all. 

r 1 8. Mr. Leaf writes avrap 6 against the authority of the critics of antiquity, 
and quotes Didymus to show that Homer frequently employs phrases like 6 de, 
etc., without any change of subject I cannot accept A 191 as an " appro- 
priate instance." f/ 5 ye Qacyavov 6fi> epvaoafievos napa firjpov \ tovc /tev avaorij- 
aeiev, 6 cP 'ArpeiSrp! evapiC,oi contains a well-defined contrast with rove /lev. Cf. 
also v 219. In our passage there is neither any such contrast nor is there 
any special emphasis laid upon the subject as in A 191. 

r 22. j3i/3dvra is read by Mr. L. : " omni caret librorum auctoritate," La 
Roche, pipuvra is therefore the correct reading here (so G. Curtius). fSi(Stip.i 
passed over to pifiaa. 

r 23. The explanation of nuvauv, in which Mr. Leaf coincides with Nagels- 
bach, is well adapted to the character of V, which might be called the Book of 
Revenge. 

r 26. Since both of the two etymologies quoted for al&oi (abhi-java, <i/«-f- (,rj) 
contradict the laws of comparative philology, they should have been omitted. 

r 54. The significant absence of the deictic article before Kidaptc might well 
have been noticed. 

T 57. Imvov eaao : A case of neglected F according to Mr. L. But "huvav is 
permissible, as at from afi is Homeric as well as ai ^cf. 7raic, naic). MS 
authority avails little here. Read either laivov Ficao or Xalvov IFeaan, of which 
a trace may perhaps be seen in uoo in the MSS. It may be remarked in pass- 
ing that, so far as I remember, I have found no reference in Mr. Leaf's book 
to the theory of Hartel (whose Studien are mentioned twice in the notes on A 
and once in those on E) in reference to the vocalization of F , which would clear 
up such unica as iiaifioXif) A 438, bv 609, ol B 338, the " only line in the Iliad in 
which there is no easy emendation which will restore F to 01"; cf. Z 90. Mr. 
Leaf does not mention the absence of F in *HA<f . 

I" 318 Aaoj 6' rjpTjoavro, dco'tai de ^eipof aveaxov. Though the reason adduced 
in favor of Nicanor's reading (i/pqoavro deole Ide x- °~) may be " frivolous," there 
is an argument in its favor which has been overlooked by Mr. L. If a verb 
of prayer (apaodai or evxeoBai) is joined with x £l P a S avaaxetv the dative (the 
god) belongs with the verb of prayer, e. g. T 254. ^£</)af dvaaxelv governs the 
dative only when there is no verb like evxeadai in the sentence, e. g. Z 257. See 
Ameis-Hentze. 

r 334. Mr. L. might have noticed that repaav6eaaav — Bvoavoeooav of Zeno- 
dotus' reading is un-Homeric. dvaav. is used of the aegis alone. 

T 348. " H. always uses ;ca/l/c<Sc of weapons of offence, not of the shield," 1. e. 
in case ,£aXK<Sc is used by itself. 

r 367. I think Mr. Leaf will find it difficult to discover any trace of a 4/ Fayy 
which shall explain eayqv. There is no evidence whatsoever for such a root in 
Greek or in any cognate language, so far as I remember. It is at least 
safer, if not entirely satisfactory, to explain iayrpi from *rjayrp>\ cf. eaXvrv from 
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*f?a/lwv, ^atsikija from (iaoikka. Mr. Leaf himself seems to accept the explana- 
tion of %a from ia (cf. A 321), which is perhaps different from kayrp>. On E 487 
Mr. Leaf holds that iaXuv is a case of double augment. 

As Lange and Monro (the latter to too great an extent) are made responsible 
for no inconsiderable portion of the notes on syntax, though it should be 
stated that Mr. Leaf aims to take truth for authority and not authority for 
truth, we deem it best to limit our criticism to that portion of his volume in 
which he has not achieved equal success, especially as an anticipatory notice 
(A. J. P. VII 271) has already referred to several syntactical inaccuracies. 

Though it may seem unreasonable to demand of an editor of the Iliad so 
intimate an acquaintance with those contemporary views of I.-E. vocalization 
which have upset the authority of Curtius, as to avoid speaking of a root var A 
356, man B 484, or oiishirds for isaras A 366 (see Osthoff, M. U. IV 151), etc., 
we feel that it is surely no injustice to expect that his etymological horizon should 
not be practically restricted to that of Curtius. In the department of etymology 
the English seem to be laudatores unius hominis : him they enthrone for a 
generation until another luminary appear. The appearance of the second 
English edition of Curtius' Grundzuge is destined to retard, by a decennium at 
least, the dissemination of many true conceptions of Greek morphological 
laws. This defect in Mr. Leaf's book is not remedied by sporadic references 
to Schmidt, Wackernagel, or by the citation of Buttmann, valuable, says Mr. 
Monro, for his " method," or of D6derlein ; and still less will any reference to 
Gebel (twice quoted on p. 149) counterbalance this defect. The writer 
remembers to have heard the Althochmeister himself stigmatize Gobel's 
volumes as arrogant in their claim of being a continuation of the great Lexi- 
logus of Buttmann. Gobel, as everybody knows, is the bite noire of every 
authoritative etymologist. 

Inasmuch then as Mr. Leaf's otherwise so admirable work displays no little 
fondness for outworn conceptions of phonetic law, I think to render best 
service as a critic by attaching greater prominence to this subject, and beg his 
kind consideration of some few suggestions that may perhaps be of avail for a 
second edition ; and I have inserted several conjectures of my own as to the 
formation of certain Homeric words. 

A 18: "For 0£<oc we ought probably always to read 0&of, as the word is 
always found with the last syllable in arsi." dclog occurs about 75 times in the 
Iliad and Odyssey, and Becog can be read everywhere except 13 times before 
aoi66g in the fifth foot (e. g. a 336, 6 17, 6 47), once (in the second foot) ^ 133, 
and once before Hvetpog B 22, where ov?m( is, however, a v. 1. Mr. Leaf should 
have alluded to the substitution of Slog for delog in his note on B 22 (not 
B 422, as in Lex. Horn., where other misprints are ir 152 (i. e. 252) and a 116). 
Cauer and others object strenuously to Nauck's substitution of Slog. 

A 52 : "ire* (in exeireviceg) is apparently another form of True; cf. irevicedav6g 
by irix/jog." No such interrelation of radical ( and v is accepted at present. 
nucp6g belongs to irocxi/u>g, Skt. pecas, Lat. pingo, piget ; *ireviceg in ixenevKeg 
contains the " strong " root form ttevk, which appears in the weak pug in Lat. 
purtgo. 

A 129: <?£<« is said to be formed by epenthesis from Saai, the reading of 
Zoilus. The reference to Curtius' Verium is the only support that is adduced 
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for this explanation, which is now antiquated. We are as yet uncertain of the 
actual termination of the 3. s. subj., and whether the 1 subscriptum of -y, -y is 
from -art, -uci, or added to -or from analogy. If at was added to 6$, then 
Auiu is a development of dy, as ef)e?<yoi from eBUy. See Brugmann, M. U. I. 
179 foil., with whom I cannot, however, agree when he regards the epigraphic 
forms in -v as := qr. 

A 526 : " iraXivayperov from aypsu, which is said to be the Aiolic form of 
aipko." In another note Mr. Leaf says aypu and aye are probably connected, 
in which statement he agrees with Anec. Ox. I 117, 27: aye, birep ol Alo^etc ayei 
(paal nal irTieovaauu tov p aypu. There is a good deal of confusion here. In 
the first place, aye can have nothing to do with aypu and ayu cannot have 
become aypu by any ■KleovaapoQ. We have ayp£a> in the signification of alpiu 
at least four times on Aiolic inscriptions and twice in Sappho. As I do not 
see that any doubt can be cast upon their connection, I venture to propose the 
following means of explaining the two forms: 



alpea Attic. aypku, ayprjfu Aiol. 
aiteo Cretan. 

For 1 as weak vowel cf. the Attic oiKXlpu (not niK-eipiS) from *o'uiTip-yu with the 
schwa form in okrpof. a- is the prosthetic vowel to compensate for the 
weakened root. The spiritus asper in alpta is from analogy to i^elv (FeXelv or 
e-PXelv), and the loss of intervocalic y needs no special proof [e. g. post- 
Aristotelian ayijoxa, Boeot. ayeioxa, Tarent. 6/Uof rr okiyos, Boeot. lav). If ayu 
for dye really existed it may be = ayj)<^&yr//xi. The form looks like a figment 
of the grammarians, who wished to secure a basis for their explanation of aypu. 

B 2. An orange for a norange is cited as a parallel for vr/dvpoe, a vox nihili 
from -v ijivpos. Cannot our English orange be the representative of Old 
French orenge (later orange), Ital. arancia, the « of which has perhaps been 
dropped through the influence of aurum, as Mr. Skeat suggests ? 

B 308. If Gobel's etymology of <poiv6( (<poF-ivoc) were correct, we might 
expect at least a sporadic cwi'vof in Homer. I take this occasion of offering an 
explanation of the troublesome phrase <p6vo; auuircf, e. g. IT 162 epevyopevoi 
<f>6vov alfiaToc;. The Lex. Horn, remarks, with appropriateness, that this is mire 
dictum, especially since the translation Mordblut (durch Mord vergossenes Bluf), 
blutiger Mord prevails in Germany. If we notice an unusual signification of 
the Skt. ghana ( 4/ghven, as in tp&voi;, Seiva) as " mass," e. g. saindhavaghana 
Cat. Br., we have a complete parallel between (fiovog and ghana, and traces of 
an I.-E. conception. 1 

B 316. I do not see how ap<j>iaxv'tav and di r ij/iat, \/jr), &, can be regarded as 
perfects with the reduplicating vowel 1, which belongs par excellence to the 
present. ap§iax»lav is without perfect reduplication, fifax^ is reduplicated 
in the present, \ffdx- 

1 1 subjoin an attempt to explain the difficult word ovpovt " the launching-ways," a aira£ etp. 
in Homer (B 153), which cannot, despite Mr. Leaf, be connected with opiWw, the root of which 
is i>vk. The shifting of the accentuation of the ground-form fip-os to ftp-6s (.Vf'P in fepva) 
necessitated the expulsion of «, and by compensatory prosthesis we obtain 6-^p-os, ovpos. 
[Or the may be regarded as = Lesb. ov ; for the loss of the nasal cf. avtpvtrav A 459. ] This 
is better than the assumption of a mutation-form *Fopf<K (from f epv-) ".foppoj, £ovpot. 
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B 41 3. " Trpiv from the comparative of ~po, rrpo-iv" savors too much of an 
apodictic statement, since the Gortynian form irpeiv (VII 40) has not yet been 
explained. 

A 138. A reference to Wackernagel's remarks on daaro (Bezz. Beitrtige IV) 
might well have been inserted here. 

A 155. The assertion that F can pass into <t> ought to be more guardedly 
expressed than Mr. Leaf has done here on §ik)g<^aFt-ihag (which is very 
doubtful), and on B 144 in reference to <j>ri < Frj (instrumental of oF 0-). 

A 315. Wheeler (Nominal Accent, p. 64) reads 6/ioioc, since it belongs in 
that class of adjectives which end — v-> <-» and throw the accent on the penult. 

A 483: " eictfifari 'lowland,' apparently from root as (sic!) »?c, to sit, for 
fyja/i6vy." If Mr. Leaf does not understand ria/iivy to be = fla/ievr/ by an 
incorrect transcription of EAMENEI (which he does not imply), it would have 
been instructive had he explained the diphthong of the former form. 

A 515. On Tplroyheia cf. Osthoff, M. V. IV 195. 

E 5. I cannot regard as tenable the assertion of Mr. Leaf that the -ivoc of 
birup7v6g is to be compared with the -eivog of irodewdg and with the -swog of 
apyevvog (Aiol.) rather than with the -ivog of Qyyivog, etc. The fact that no 
such instance of the reduction of et to 1 occurs in Homer (as I have attempted 
to prove in my paper on EI and I in Homer, Am. Journ. Philol. VI) surely 
ought to outweigh the difference of accent, since it can be proved that a shift- 
ing of the accent to and from -og occurred in no inconsiderable number of 
cases. 

E 194. The unusual contraction in irpoTOKayelg should have been noticed ; 
faxpiek M 347 also is not referred to. The first instance is in so far different 
from kvapyug rj 201, Y 131, and erridevelg I 225 (Arist. emdebei), as irpuToirayteg 
would not suit the verse ; cf. irpeapvyevelg Tyrtaeus IV 5. itprfveig for nprtveeg 
A 179 is rightly athetized by Mr. Leaf. 

E 487. Fick conjectured Fa?.%ovT£, i. e. Aiolic for FakFovTt • cf. Goth, vilvan. 

Z 422. That there was a genuine Hellenic inflection log, la, is proved by 
Homeric, Cretan (Gortynian Inscription VII 23) »&J, and by Homeric, Lesbian 
and Thessalian la. There is no reason for considering ly an analogical forma- 
tion, since la is not =z/iia, an etymology which Mr. Leaf ought to have 
considered more than " very doubtful." Cf. olvq, oinos, aeva, strong forms. 

Z 507. deiia is for *8tFu, as asserted by Mr. Leaf (and I believe by Cur- 
tius), since a diphthong ev in Aiolic formed by sF loses the vocalic element 
in other dialects, e. g. irveiiu peva in Aiolic =: irvto pea in Doric and Ionic. 
vevo is both Aiolic and Doro-Ionic, hence it must be for vev-j'a, yod serving as 
a protector of the genuine diphthong ; if not, then vsiia is from vevau by analogy. 

9 43. irv, which Mr. Leaf calls the Cyprian form for aiiv (cf. iiyye/wg' ovXKaBy 
Hesychius), is, without question, for 5v — ava; cf. vvtdijKe Collitz 45,3 Cyprus 
and -tv for -to in ixiFpriraaatv Dali. 4. Whether Hesychius held that the vv- 
of vyycpog was := avv, or whether ava -\- \fysp- in the Cyprian dialect was 
the equivalent of airv-\- i/\aj3 in Attic, is immaterial: that the sibilant of aiiv 
should become either the spiritus asper or lenis is utterly impossible, oialog 
is for *cFlaXog, otherwise *laXog (cf. note on I 208) ; wc is not from cvq, as many 
still suppose, but represents a leveling of the case forms : 

Nom. sfls = if , 

Gen. suos zz *cF6g, *aaog. 
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whence if, i'of and cuf, avog. Cf. G. Meyer, Gram. 2 p. 221, and Osthoff, 
M. U. IV 356. 

I 203. fapoTtpov is generally explained as Martial translates it, " misceri 
iussit amicis Largius Aeacides vividiusque merum "; that is to say, as if from the 
root (v. Mr. Leaf is not content with this etymology, and suggests yftf " to 
boil." But how does he propose to reach a base fu (Cwpdc, Ion. fww, C«0t) 
from -fee ? 

I 230 : " Sotrj {air. ley.) — doubt, for ifii] (dva ■=. two ; cf. dubius Zwei-fel." 
Many signs and wonders happened in the classical world, but to believe that 
6onj is from 6Fiij demands too great credulity on the part of the reader, rfo/dc 
is = *SF 0161, and F cannot become 0. 

I 319. Fia is = Skt. iva by the not unusual metathesis of F. This is a most 
improbable etymology, supported by a reckless contradiction of phonetic law. 
We should like to see several certain cases of the metathesis of inter- 
vocalic F. 

K 462 : rolo&taai (sic, and not Toiodiaot) is neither so " obscure " a form, nor 
is the Alcaian rdvStav necessarily an "imitation " of the Homeric rolaSeaat. 
These are genuine Aiolic forms, the -de part being inflected as -ve in Tolveog 
Collitz, D. I. 345, 15, rovvveow 345, 17 in the Thessalian dialect, -ve being 
equipollent to -Se ; cf. rime, rave. That TolaSeam is an Aiolic form is the more 
probable, since -oig, with but a very few MS exceptions, is the dat.-loc. ending 
of the article alone in the Aiolic dialect, and -oust the Aiolic substantival and 
adjectival termination. 

K 466. Is it not an inversion of the facts, as regards Greek grammar at least, 
to speak of <kF (in Seva) as the lengthened form of the root ie ? 

A 1 84 : " aarepoir^, a lengthened form of aorpairi/" is not an incorrect, 
though a jejune statement. If we compare Horn, arepon^ A 66, Cyprian arpona 
(Hesychius OTopira) with aoTpani] and aoTepoitij, it is evident that we have here 
a case of anaptyxis. The forms with are probably Aiolic. 

A 201 : " The v of reiv seems to represent the m of I.-E tiibhyam, the bh 
being dropped "(!). We hope Mr. Leaf will excuse our seeming brutaliti, but 
this is a statement savoring of the days of Benfey or of Pott's youth, and 
completely at variance with the fixed laws of comparative grammar. 

A 697. I have attempted, in VI 436 of the Am. Journ. of Phil., to explain 
the seemingly anomalous r of vKeponliricri (A 205) in thesi, and to refute the 
arguments of Hartel, whose opinion that avSpt. (A 86) contains a trace of the 
primitive quantity of the dative is shared by Mr. Monro and by Mr. Leaf. 
(See the latter's note on A 86.) 

M 20S. The scansion of tyw as a trochee at the end of the verse is ascribed 
by Mr. Leaf to the power of the ictus alone. We find, however, a number of 
examples in prose (fln-flof CIA III 1012, and IKfloj, Ko/c^aCw Hesych., 6tSoKxSai 
Cauer 2 510, 26) which represent the transitional stage between the aspirated 
tenuis and the spirant. If 'o0<j is therefore = bntyiq, to the pronunciation at 
the time of the composition of this line, rather than to the ictus, is to be 
ascribed a quantity that might, it is true, be explained by the ictus alone. We 
are glad to note that Mr. Leaf is a believer in the traditional theory of ictus- 
lengthening (see his notes on E 31, 203, 293, V 240, K 280, 285), though he 
nowhere defines his exact position in regard to this mooted question. When, 
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as in the case of 'o^(f, another explanation may serve to account for an appar- 
ent metrical irregularity, is it not better to have recourse to it than to increase 
the number of cases of a metrical phenomenon that must at best have been 
regarded in the light of a license? Since Mr. Leaf has gone so far as to sug- 
gest that ottuo (for oneo) in K 285 is a bold case of lengthening by the ictus, I 
am surprised that a similar explanation did not suggest itself to him in writing 
the note on H 340, a passage famous for its difficulty : 

ev 6' a'vTolai irvkaq notijBopsv so apapvlaf, 
6</>pa Sl' avrdav lirmihus'n) odb{ ely. 

The MSS have ety, G. Hermann ely. A certain case of this form of the sub- 
junctive of dpi is said to occur in i 47, typa Zuoloi perdu, and " possible " 
instances are I 245 iiplv Se Sf/ aiacpov tlr), 2 88 Iva koX 001 ■KtvQo^ ivl (j>peoi pvpiov 
elr/, p 586 &<; nzp av tlr). Mr. Leaf is quite correct in stating that ely cannot be 
formed from \/i$ unless we hold to Christ's as yet unaccepted suggestion that 
there is a subj. termination -tu corresponding to Doric futures like Kpmj>io and 
to the Skt. future. G. Meyer, Gramm. 2 §583, declares the diphthong of pere'ia 
to be unerklarlich. In my treatise on the Diphthong EI I hazarded the con- 
jecture that we have here simply a case of the ictus-lengthening of perko), 
which actually occurs, X 388, (aolaiv persa, or perhaps an incorrect transcrip- 
tion of METEO by some one who did not know that occasionally this license 
of the lengthening of an antevocalic vowel was permitted. A genuine ei this 
cannot be. Other possible examples of this lengthening are paxdopevoc p 471, 
aneiopevov, and perhaps Kvneiu (and the aTraf Aey. Qp^l/ce; ?). 

M337. G. Meyer appears to have abandoned his explanation of p&oavri from 
/3oF-^ aavTi and to have accepted the unusual contraction ; cf. Gramm. 2 §141. 

This edition is a beautiful example of the printer's art, and is singularly 
free from typographical errors. Should the note on A 26 not have contained 
a reference to H 340 rather than to H 439, and is not ?.aivav V 57 (not in La R.) 
a misprint ? 

We beg leave to record our opinion that Mr. Leafs edition is a most sub- 
stantial addition to English scholarship. 

Herbert Weir Smyth. 



Amis and Amiloun zugleich mit der altfranzosischen Quelle, herausgegeben 
von E. KdLBiNG. Nebst einer Beilage: Amicus ok Amilius Rimur. 
cxxxi, 256 pp. Heilbronn, Gebr. Henninger, 1884. 

Octavian, zwei mittelenglische Bearbeitungen der Sage, herausgegeben von 
Gregor Sarrazin. xlv, 191 pp. Heilbronn, Gebr. Henninger, 1885. 

These two works form the second and third volumes of the Altenglische 
Bibliothek, edited by Professor E. KSlbing, the first volume of which was Osbern 
Bokenam's Legenden, edited by C. Horstmann (1883), and the annual continu- 
ations, so far as announced, will be the Ancren Riwle (1886), Arthour and 
Merlin (1887), and the Ormulum (1888), all to be edited by E. Kdlbing. This 
is an excellent scheme, and we are grateful to Professor KSlbing for the fruits 
of the zeal with which he is devoting himself to the study of Middle-English 
literature, and especially the making accessible at moderate price of such 



